


The College Football Association is one such consortium. CFA, which acts as
a program packager for 67 universities, consists of seven constituent groups
':i.nrmc:lv:i.ngsﬁ2 erences and other schools that do not belong to a

Each constituent group appoints a representative to serve on
the CFA 'relevisim Committee, which drafts a voluntary Television Plan. The
current CFA Television Plan provides that ABC and ESPN have a right of first
refusal for games played by CFA members. The CFA contracts with ABC and ESPN
cover the 1991 through 1995 seasons. CFA will receive $300 million -~ $175
million from ABC and $125 million from ESPN. CFA estimates that in 1993, ABC
will televise 35 games and ESPN will televise 27 games. ARC is permitted to
televise a minimm of 25 and a mxinun of 3% aames each season. and FSPN hag
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58. Rights to games 'not éelected by either ABC or ESPN revert back to
-the institution. CFA member institutions are permitted to televise their
-~ ang : ~ 3 3 wsp__-a cad ol e de ble — aicm w wYe gd —<




‘ 60. Another matter potentially related to the migration of college
football from broadcast to cable television is the recent ABC pay-per-view
eaperiment with Showtime Event Television. CapCities/ABC notes that for the

1992 season, it made regional college football games available on a

view basis in areas where such games would not otherwise be seen on
television. CapCities/ABC argues that it endeavored to select the game for
overthe-airbroadcastthatwouldhavethegreatest local appeal, and asserts
that the_ entofthepay-per-viewplanmtobroachnvimrs

choices.136 viacom, the parent company of Showtime Event Television, submits
that the arrangement will provide ABC a new revenue stream with which to
produce additional packages of games. Viacom contends that participating
schools also benefit from a new revenue stream, as well as from the
opportunity to nurture relationships with geographically dispersed alumni.l37

. 61. Apart from the above two issues, it appears that there is limited
concetn that college football has migrated from broadcast to cable. Indeed,
NCTA asserts that while national and regional cable networks cover a variety
of college football events, the broadcast networks still dominate the major
collegiate conferences, receive the first choice of nationally televised
games and retain the rights to the major Bowl games. NCTA also argues that
college football telecasts have increased in recent years. It submits that
as individual schools began to negotiate their own rights contracts in 1984,
sports cators and local broadcasters were flooded with available

.13 subsequently, NCTA asserts, because the large number of games on
television was apparently reducing ticket sales and television ratings,
number of televised games in syndication declined from about 190 in 1984 to
100 in 1986 and 198‘7. Recently, however, NCTA submits, national broadcast
coverage of college football has increased from 27 games in 1987 to 67 games
in 1992, and national ang regional cable coverage has increased from 54 games
in 1987 to 192 in 1992.1

62. Ccmnenters also contend that cable coverage of college football
games supplements broadcast coverage. For example, Big East states that it
has sought cable carriage ir areas where it has difficulty securing broadcast
coverage, ﬁ% that it gives priority to broadcast coverage of its "Game of
the Week." Viacom submits that its affiliate, Prime Sports, telecasts
live Pac-10 games that are not part of the Pac-10 broadcast agreement and
tape-delayed replays of other games. Prime Sports also offers a four-game

136 capCities/ABC Comments at 3-4.
137 viacom Comments at 3-4.

: : ege he i klahoma, 468 U.S.
85 (1984), the United States Supreme Court mvalidated the NCAA’s football
telecasting agreements on antitrust grounds.
139 NCTA Comments at 20-22.
140 Big East Comments at 5-6.
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television. For example, Biq East asserts that more of its games are
* currently carried on broadcast television than were carried five years ago.
- It submits that Big East men’s bhasketball games are televised pursuant to a
three-tiered distribution plan — (1) national and regional network telecasts
on CBS; (2) some regular season games on ESPN; and (3) some regular season
and post-season games available for distribution through the Big East
'mlaviﬁg\ Network, first to broadcast television and then to regional
rahla 4 NOTA ok ’Eﬂ.“@ tha thmaa hrnadraet natunrke maintain +tha £1ret-

choice of basketball games i.nvolﬁgg the major college conferences in
addition to the NCAA tournament. Southwest Conference notes that its
syndicator generally distrilates weekend games to tions and
weehdaymﬁrxggamtoﬂ&ﬂoramionalcablemtmrk 4 .

66, Dau‘ regarding national college basketball telecasts are attached
inhppendixc, Charts 13 and 14. We have not received sufficient information
to compile a complete chart regarding local college basketball telecasts. As
in the case of college football, weneedacklit.imal data regarding the total
nurber of and ratings for local broadcasts and cablecasts of the more widely
popular college basketball teams. For example, aggregate data regarding
local telecasts of NCAA Division I-A gms outside of the NCAA Tournament
would greatly facilitate our analysis.

G. QOther Sports

67. The Notice invited commenters to adiress the telecasting of sports
in addition to the fogigptotessicnal and two college sports that were the
focus of our inquiry. Cable and collegiate cammenters submit that
national and regional cable sports networks provide coverage of a wide
variety of previously untelevised professional and amateur sporting events.

‘ j(:amanters specifically mention soccer, boxing, rodeo, golf, yacht racing,
auto racing, lacrosse, volleyball, surﬁ.ng, ;skiing, skating, bowling, tennis,
horse racing, fishing and hunting, cycling, billiards, bodybuilding, women’s
basketball, smaller conference men’s baskgtball and football, track and

field, swimming and diving, wrestling, gymnastics, college baseball, college
hockey, semi-professional hockey, softball, | field hockey and various high

145 pig East Coments at 2-5.

146 NCTA Comments at 22-23.

147 Southwest Conference Caments at 3-4.

148 we note that the Big East Conference submitted data regarding Big
East men’s basketball games broadcast locally in 1987-88 and 1992-93. Big
East submits that in 1987-88, 16 broadcast stations televised a total of 119
games, and in 1992-93, 15 stations televised a total of 146 games. Big East
Comments at 4, Appendix A. It would be helpful to know the total number of
Big East games played during those seasons.

149 Notice at 1493.
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prohibits a local television station from presenting either a live local
collegemmmatismtcarriedlivebyanylocal cable system, or a tape-
delayed local co event that is not carried, live or tape-delayed, by a
local cable system. ‘We pointed out in the Notice that some contracts
between collegiate athletic conferences and video programming vendors may
effectively preclude local television stations from obtaining rights to
broadcast local college football or basketball games not being telecast by
the cable sports channel. The Notice requested information regarding
contracts between college conferences and video programming vendors,
including, if appropriate, the broadcast networks and individual broadcast
stations. We also asked whether there is a significant connection between
preclusive contracts and migration of games to cable, and comment on
the economic and social consequences of preclusive contracts.

' 70. Commenters’ arguments regarding preclusive contracts focus on
college football. INTV and Pappas Broadcasting contend that the video
distribution contracts between the college football conferences, including

‘the CFA menber conferences, and ABC, ESPN and regional cable sports networks,

effectively preclude local broadcasters from carrying college football games
of interest to their viewers. NAB and East Carolina University also suggest
that preclusive %Sntracts have prevented the broadcast of certain college
football games. ‘

71. The precise interplay between the various contracts is difficult to
discern from the caments. In general, INTV submits that the major college
football conferences, including the Big 10, Pac 10 and CFA, have entered into
contracts with ABC and ESPN (which is owned by ABC) that reserve the most
desirable time slots for ABC and ESPN telecasts and that prohibit conference
merbers from televising games opposite ABC and ESPN telecasts. INTV contends
that the net effect of these contracts is to prevent individual stations or
groups of stations from contracting separately with individual schools to
televise games of local or regional interest during the most popular Saturday
afternoon viewing periods. Further, INTV argues, regional cable sports
channels have made similar telecasting arrangements with various college

- athletic conferences. INTV notes that there are essentially two three-and-

one-half hour windows for broadcasting games live on Saturday afternoons. It
asserts that stations that are prevented from broadcasting games during those
time periods by virtue of conference telecasting arrangements must convince
the school to play the game during ancother time period, must show the game on
a tape-deiaed basis or must attempt to sublicense games from regional sports
channels.

158 1d., section 26(c) (2).
159 Notice at 1497.

160 See, INTV Comments at 6-17; INTV Reply at 9-24; Pappas Reply at 4-8;
NAB Camments at 2-3; ECU Reply at 1.

161 INTV Comments at 7-9, 10 n.4.
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72. Parties involved in exclusive contracts argue that they are not
"preclusive" as defined by Section 26(c) (2), and that such contracts benefit
all parties involved and the public. CapCities/ABC, CFA and ESPN submit that
their football telecasting contracts are not preclusive because they permit
broadcast stations serving the markets of the competing \:eam.i 650 televise
games at any time, including during the exclusivity windows
contends, however, that this home market exception isof.novalminthatABC
and ESPN may select which games to telecast as late as 12 days prior to the
game. INTV argues that 12 ! notice is not sufficient for a local station
to produce and market a. game. Parties supporting exclusivity also corttend
that sports exclusivity provisions are ccumu, that they enable program
producers to provide a unique product adwtisersardthepublicardthat
they pramote program quality and diversit In this regard, CapCities/ABC
argues that by increasing the value of its telecasts to advertisers,
exclusivity provisions enhance its ability %g compete against cable in
bidding for rights to other sports events.l

73. Further, CapCities/ABC contends that the term "video programming
vendors" as used in the 1992 Cable Act refers to cable programming networks
and not to broadcast networks. It submits that because all games televised
pursuant to its contract with the CFA are shown Wroadcast television, its
contract cannot be said to constitute migration. On the other hand, ARC
asserts that the definition of video programming vendors should not be
limited to cable networks. ARC contends that to the extent that broadcasters
sell advertising and may negotiate for retranamission consent payments, they
may be classified as video programming vendors for purposes of the statute.
ARC argues that even if network broadcasters were outside the definition of
video programming vendors, their contract practices are relevant to
detéemining the reai?)ableness and conpetitive effects of cable networks’
contract practices.

74. In order to properly carry out the directives of the statute, we
believe it necessary to examine the contract practices of broadcasters as
well as cable programmers. While CapCities/ABC is correct that the
legislative history refers to "contracts between cable sports channels and

- 162 capcities/ABC Comments at 11; CapCities/ABC Reply at 1-2; CFA Reply
at 1; ESPN Comments at 1l.

163 INTV Reply at 14 n.20.

164 See CapCities/ABC Comments at 11-12; ESPN Comments at 10-11;
University of Pittsburgh Reply at 2.

165 CapCities/ABC Comments at 12.
166 CapCities/ABC Comments at 7-9; CapCities/ABC Reply at 1-2.

167 ARC Comments at 11.
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college athletic conferences, n168 he statite refers to "video programming
vendors" without further categorization! We conclude that the temm "video
programming vendor” refers to any provider of video programming, not

cable entities, and therefore includes a broadcast network such as ABC,109
We further note that the record of this proceeding indicates that the
contracts with which broadcasters primarily take issue are those between ABC
and the various college football conferences, particularly CFA. Broadcasters
are also concerned about contracts between college football conferences and
ESPN, which is owned by CapCities/ABC. Because broadcasters argue that these
contracts have "artificially and unfairly restricted the supply of the
sporting emts of local colleges for broadcast on local television
stations," such contracts are directly relevant to our Congressionally
mandated analysis of preclusive contracts and will be carefully evaluated.

75. At this point, we do not have sufficient information to make
specific recammendations to Congress regarding the existence, prevalence and
legality of preclusive contracts. We do believe, however, that the issue
warrants further investigation, and we intend to include it in our
forthcoming Further Notice of Inquiry. It would be helpful for commenters to
diagram how the various contracts operate. For example, the exact times of
the’ CFA/ABC: and CFA/ESPN exclusive windows are not apparent, although it is
clear that they apply during the afternoon arx early evening hours on
Saturdays. The specific teams and conferences involved in exclusive
contracts are likewise not apparent, nor is it clear how often teams from
different conferences play each other and how the various exclusive contracts
~operate when teams from diffezem: conferences play each other

76. In addition, it would be helpful for broadcasters to discuss their
difficulty in acquiring rights to home games of local college teams
separately from their experiences in acquiring rights to other games.l7l 1t -
appears that broadcasters are primarily concerned with the ability of ABC and
ESPN to decide which games to telecast on 12 days’ notice, which they argue
effectively precludes them from broadcasting games of local teams. In
informal discussion with Commission staff, proponents of the 12-day notice
have argued that the arrangement provides ABC and ESPN with maximum
flexibility to select the games and teams of most immediate interest, and

168 See Camitte on Energy and Oamerce} U.S. House of Representatives,
H.R. Rep. No. 102-628, 102d Cong., 2d Sess., at 125-26 (House Report).

169 we note that for purposes of Section 616 of the 1992 Cable Act, the
term "video programming vendor® is defined as "a person engaged in the
production, creation, or wholesale distribution of video programming for
sale." 47 U.S.C. Section 536(b).

170 1992 cable Act, Section 26(c) (1).

171 We note that there is disputeoverwhat games shouldbeconsi&red
"local.” Wwhile the ABC and ESPN contracts define a local game as a home game
involving a team whose school is based in the ADI of the broadcast station in
question, INTV advocates a broader definition. See INTV Camments at 15-16.
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that such scheduling flexibility benefits fans and schools by maximizing
exposure to important gemes. They contend that in most cases, the games that
will be chosen by ABC and ESPN are readily predictable long before the game
is formally selected. In sGme cases, however, they submit that it may not
become apparent until late in the season that a particular game may determine
a conference champion or may affect national ranking. Broadcasters will be
asked to address this argument in subsequent rounds of this proceeding. They
will also be asked to make specific recommendations regarding how much
advance notice is optimal to enable a broadcaster to coordinate and promote
its telecast of a particular game.

. T7. Finally, in order to meet the statutory directive "to determine
whether and to what extent such preclusive contracts are prohibited by
existing statutes," we will seek further information to enable us to apply
the "rule of reason" test applied by the U.S. t of Justice to
ascertain compliance with the antitrust laws.l’< In particular, we will seek
information concerning the appropriate definition of the relevant product and
geographic markets, the degree of market power possessed by the college ,
leagues, the degree of market power possessed by the programmers, and whether
preclusive contracts permit the achievement of efficiencies that could not
readily be achieved in another manner. Such information will enable us to
determine whether preclusive ggntracts limit or increase the quantity of
sports programming telecast.l?3:

V. THE FUIURE OF SPORTS PROGRAMMING
78. As we pointed out in the Notice, the legislative history of the
1992 Cable Act suggests that we %ould, to the extent possible, "project
future sports carriage trends."1 We therefore sought comment on factors
affecting the future of sports programming, including new technologies,

retransmission consent and the antitrust exenption.l S)

' 79. In general, cable and sports entities contend that broadcast
television will continue to play a primary role in the distribution of sports
programming. _For example, NFL notes that its Commissioner has committed to

Congress that the Super Bowl will remain on broadcast television through at
least the year 2000, that no playoff game will be moved from broadcast
television without timely notice to Congress, and that any pay-per-view
experimentation will initially be conducted on a limited basis and will be
designed to supplement the games available on the broadcast and cable

172 gee Notice at 1497-98.
173 1d.

174 Notice at 1492 (quoting House Report at 126).
175 Notice at 1496. |
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the purchase of sports programming ri-._:;ht;s.m‘l Section € permits broadcasters
to elect retransmission congsent or must-carry status in their local markets
and, if they elisg retransmission consent, to neqotiate compensaticn for
cable carriage. Same commenters further submit that broadcasters’
bargaining power is enhanced by the must-carry, programm.n? %ccess, rate
regulation and ownership provisions of the 1992 Cable Act. 8 , however,
doubts that retransmission consent fees will significantly benefit
broadcasters in the sports programming context. It contends that many of the
stations seeking to acquire sports programming are independents, and are thus
unlikely to cktain significant retransmission consent fees. INTV also argues
Q‘@gggage_there mav he several broadcast starions in an area but onlv one

cable operator, monopoly cable operators will be in a position to 8glay one
station against another to keep retransmission consent fees low.

82. Antitrust exemption. We pointed out in the Notice that the Sports
Broadcasting Act of 1961, 15 U.S.C. Sections 1291-95, exempts from the
antitrust laws joint agreements among professional sports teams in the NFL,
NBA, NHL and MLB that permit the leagues to sell telecasting rights on
behalf of individual member teams. We noted that MIB also benefits from a
separate, more general antitrust exemption. We sought comment on the extent
to which sports distribution contracts would be different absent the
antitrust exemption, and suggested that any regulation in this area might be
directed at sports teams ggd leagues rather than the media to which they
sell telecasting rights. The few comenters addressing this issue assert
that the Sports Broadcasting Act ensures widespread availability of
professional sporting events to the viewing public by permitting leagues to
offer coordinated television packages without legal obstacles. They also
contend that shared revenues generated through television contracts have
allowed for league expansion, which has lead to a greater number gg games
telecast.  They accordingly do not recommend revision of the Act.

184 282, E..&; CBS Comments at 13; NFA Caments at 28-29; MLB Comments
at 9 n.4; NCTA Reply at 5~7; Rainbow Comments at 8-9.

185 gee 47 U.S.C. Section 325(b).

186 See NCTA Reply at 5-7; Rainbow Comments at 8-9; Time Warner Comments
at 40-46. :

. 187 INTV Reply at 5-6. While we cannot predict the effect that
retransmission consent rights will have on the broadcasting of sports events,
we note that some sports programming can be quite valuable and may enable a
station to command considerable retransmission consent fees. Retransmission
consent payments will be determined by the value of the programming and not
by the network affiliation, or lack of affiliation, of the broadcast station.

188 Notice at 1496 & n.28.

189 See NBA Comments at 18~19; NFL Comments at 31-32; NHL Coqments at
19; NHL Reply at 9; see also CapCities/ABC Comments at 6 (the antitrust
exemption benefits broadcasters by enabling leagues to efficiently assemble
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| o | VI. REOOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

83. The majority of commenters submit that the record of this
proceeding does not warrant any legislative recatu\emati%s or regulatory
action with respect to migration of sports programming. , MILB
contends that circumstances have not materially changed since the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals invalidated the Commission’s prior anti-siphoning
rules in » 567 F.2d 9 (D.C. Cir. 1977), cert.
denied, 434 U.S. 829. CapCities/ABc and NBC, however, suggest that the
Commission might wish to consider narrowly tailored government intervention
if popular and widely available sports events such as the Super Bowl, the
World Series, the Olympic Games and other championship and playoff games
appear in danger ﬁznu.grating to a subscription service, particularly a pay-
per—view service.

84. Conversely, INTV recommends that the Commission adopt sports
siphoning rules. - It contends that the size and penetration of the cable
industry and the extent of sports migration have changeg §ubstantially since
the previous rules were struck down in Home Box Office. The New York City
-Department of Telecommunications and Energy does not recammend the adoption
of regulations ;:1: this time, but urges the Commission to establish a Sports

g Progrirrding Pokvigae-
e rh

migration trends and to formulate recommendations. It suggests that the
camittee include government officias and repxesentatives of the sports,
broadcasting and cable industries. NH& 9gut:mit, however, that
establisment of such a committee is unnecess

83‘»‘.: . As we stated at the outset of this JInterim Report, we believe that
it would be premature for us to make specific recommendations at this time,
We will, however, offer our tentative findings based on the record currently
before us. There is no question that the number of sports events shown on
cable television has increased since 1980. It does not appear, however, that

packages of games that will be attractive to viewers and can be marketed
effectively to advertisers).

190 gee, e.g,, Daniel Scott Dunham Comments at 4; NFL Comments at 2-4;
MLB Comments at 11-13, 19; Rainbow Comments at 21-23; Time Warner Comments at
38-39; Tribune Comments at 8.

191 MrB Reply at 11-13.

192 See CapCities/ABC Comments at 5-6; NBC Comments at 3-6.

193 INTV Comments at 28-32.

194 NYC Comments at 2, 1.

195 NFL Comments at 5-6; MHL Reply at 9.
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APPENDIX A
Section 26 of 1992 Cable Act

SEC. 26. SPORTS PROGRAMMING MIGRATION STUDY AND REPORT.

(a) Study Required.—-The Federal Cammunications Cammission shall conduct
an ongoing study on the carriage of local, regional, and national sports
programning by broadcast stations, cable programming networks, and pay-per-
view services. The study shall investigate and analyze, on a sport-by-
sport basis, trends in the migration of such programming from carriage by
broadcast stations to carriage over cable programming networks and pay-per-
view systems, including the econcmic causes and the economic and social
consequences of such trends.

(b) Report on Study.——The Federal Communications Commission shall, on or
before July 1, 1993, and July 1, 1994, submit an interim and a final report,
respectively, on the results of the study required by subsection (a) to the
Comnittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the Senate. Such
reports shall include a statement of the results, on a sport-by-sport basis,
of the analysis of the trends required by subsection (a) and such legislative
or regulatory recommendations as the Commission considers appropriate.

(c) Analysis of Preclusive Contracts Required.--

(1) Analysis required.--In conducting the study required by
subsection (a), the Cammission shall analyze the extent to which
preclusive contracts between college athletic conferences and video
programming vendors have artificially and unfairly restricted the supply
of the sporting events of local colleges for broadcast on local
television stations. In conducting such analysis, the Commission shall
consult with the Attorney General to determine whether and to what
extent such preclusive contracts are prohibited by existing statutes.
The reports required by subsection (b) shall include separate statements
of the results of the analysis required by this subsection, together
with such recammendations for legislation as the Commission considers
necessary and appropriate.

(2) Definition.--For purposes of this subsection, the tem
"preclusive contract™ includes any contract that prohibits--

() the live broadcast by a local television station of a

sporting event of a local college team that is not carried, on a

live basis, by any cable system within the lo¢al commnity serwved

by such local television station; or
(B) the delayed broadcast by a local television station of a

sporting event of a local college team that is not carried, on a

live or delayed basis, by any cable system within the local

camunity served by such local television station.
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Number of Number of
Network/Superstation Subscribers 1992 _ Subscribers 1985
ESEN 60 million 37 millior
| USA 60 million 31 million
TBS 59 million 35 million
TNT 56 million (began 10/88)
wa 38 million 17 million
BET 34 million 12 million
SportsChannel America 18 millién (began 1/89)
WOR 13.5 mi1lion 5.6 million
| WPIX 9.5 million 2.0 million
KTLA 5.2 million (began 3/88)
KTVT 2.3 million 1.6 million
WSEK 0.6 million * (began 2/88)

Sources: 1992 data: National Cable Television Association, Cable Television
Developments, October 1992, pp. 1-C to .33-C.

Yearbook 1987, p. E-10.

1985 data: Broadcasting Cable



Chart 2: WofmmmmmmmmmmWWMmms,mm,mmmw

: Games on CBS 1/ Games on ABC 2/ ~ Games on NBC 3/  Games on ESEN 4/ Games on TNT 5/
Season Telecast Rating  Telecast Rating  Telecast Rating  Telecast Rating  Telecast Raking
1980 27 15.3 20 20.3 30 14.7 - - - -
1981 27 11.5 20 21.2 32 13.8 . - - - -
1982 176/ 16.5 12 19.3 16 13.9 - - - .
1983 27 16.7 12 17.4 27 12.5 - - - -
1984 27 14.3 21. 16.1 27 121 - - - -
1985 27 15.8 21 185 = 27 12.7 - - - -
1986 27 15.2 21 17.6 21 12.4 - - - -
1987 26 13.9 12 18.6 25 11.2 8 10.6 - -
1988 27 13.8 16 16.9 27 11.7 8 9.3 . -
1989 27 13.8 16 18.1 27 1.1 8 10.2 - -
1990 30 13.5 17 16.7 29 11.0 8 9.8 8 7.0
1991 28 13.1 17 16.8 29 10.7 9 8.4 o 6.4
9 8.4 9 6.9

1992 30 13.0 17 - 16.8 29 11.2

1/ CBS reply comments, Appendix A.

2/ Cap Cities/ABC camments, Exhibit A.
3/ NBC coments, Exhibit A.

4/ ESPN coments p. 3.

5/ NFL comments, Exhibit D.

6/ Players’ strike shortens season.



Chart 3: Nusber of NFL Playoff Games Telecast and Their Average Ratings
. On CBS, ABC, and NBC

_ ‘Games on CBS 1/ Games on ABC 2/ = Games on NBC 3/
1980 a 30.5 - - 4 27.4
1981 4 32.1 - - s 28.8
1982 5 126.0 - - (no data)
1983 4 26.1 - - 4 21.0
1984 4 25.2 - - 4 21.8
1985 4 27.1 - - a 23.8
1986 .4 24.1 - - 4 22.8
1987 4 24.9 - - & 23.9
1988 4 23.7 - - 4 20.9
1989 4 21.4 - - a 22.1
1990 s 242 2 18.5 4 20.9
1991 4 25.1 2 19.2 4 23.0
1992 4 25.9 2 18.3 4

21.9

Includes wildcard, playoffs and Conference Championship games but not Super Bowls.:
-1/ CBS reply comments, Appendix A.

2/ Cap Cities/ABC comments, Exhibit A.

3/ NBC comments, Exhibit A.









Chart 6: local/Regional NBA Telecasts (Broadcast and Cable) -

<~——---Regular Season- <~——-=~-Post -Season=————=->
| Local/Reg’l  lLocal/Reg’l  Local/Reg’l  Local/Reg’l
1981~1982 494 329 ' na na
1982-1983 465 570 21 14
1983-1984%* 486 502 60 3
1984-1985 a61 629 a6 24
1985-1986 523 543 TR 28
1986-1987 563 520 59 22
1987-1988 . 582 577 46 38
1988-1989 710 634 4 29
1989-1990 . = T16 779 45 39
1990-1991 709 914 52 27
1991-1992 700 910 47 42
1992-1993 736 922 - S e

* For this chart, 'superstai:ion_gamesjnve only been accounted for as broadcasts in
the local market of. the team carried by that superstatim.

** First year of e:qaandad playoff format .
mAcgmxts, Ex!ﬂ.bitslandz o



Chart 7: National Major League Baseball Television Broadcasts (1980-1992)

No. of Regular Average Rating No. of Post- Average Rating/
Seasan Season Games  Per Regular Game Season Games -

1980 82 8.0 14 25.5
1981 38 .67 14 21.4
1982 63 | 8.7 16 22,2
1983 ; 63 7.9 13 17.8
1984 s | 7.3 13 - 18.6
1985 51 7.4 20 77 19,0
1986 68 ' 6.0 20 L2042
1987 e 1.2 T - 181
1988 48 - . 6.4 16 17,2
1989 46 Tse 1 T 14.3
1990 16 4 T 14 1402
1991 16 . 4.0 .1 163

1992 16 3.4 19 13.6

NOTE: From 1980 to 1990, ABC and NBC broadcast national games; CBS thereafter.

ABC camments, Exhibit A; NBC comments, Exhibit C and CBS reply comments, Appendix
A.



